4. In these circumstances, the Government of India do not
think that Mr. Butler's reply to the parliamentary question was
incorrect in substance.
I have the honour to be,
Sir,
Your most obedient servant,
R. Tottenham
Additional Secretary to the Government of India
-Received on 27-3-'44
100
Detention Camp,
April 1st 1944
Sir,
I beg to acknowledge your letter of 21st March handed to
me on the 27th.
As to extra medical aid I wish to state that the first request
for the services of Dr. Dinshah Mehta was made by the deceased
verbally to Col. Advani sometime in December last. When
repeated verbal requests met with little or no response I had to
make a written request addressed to the Government of India
dated 27-l-'44. On the 31st of January I sent a reminder to the
Government of Bombay (App. A), and so did Drs. Nayyar and
Gilder in a letter addressed to the Inspector General of Prisons
(App. B). I wrote again on the 3rd of February to the Govern-
ment of Bombay (App. C), who sent a reply (App. D) which
resulted in Dr. Dinshah being brought in on the 5th of February
last, i.e. after an interval of over six weeks from the date of the
first request. And even when permission was granted, restric-
tions were placed upon the number of his visits and the time
he was to take in administering treatment. It was not without
difficulty that these restrictions were later relaxed and then
removed.
As to the reference in the letter under reply to Dr. Gilder,
I showed it to him. The result was the attached letter addressed
by him to the Government which he has asked me to forward
(App. E). While it shows that Dr. Gilder never expressed the
. ppinion attributed to him, it does not alter the tragic fact that
Dr. Dinshah's services were held up for over six weeks.
The question of calling in a non-allopath was definitely and
formally raised before the Inspector General of Prisons by my
son after his visit to this Camp early in December last. On CoL
Bhandari mentioning to me my son's request to him I told him
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